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Telephone Interview Summary 

This paper is herewith filed in response to the Telephone Interview Summary mailed on 
April 06, 2009, for the above-captioned U.S. Patent Application. This paper is deemed to 
be filed within the shortened statutory period and no petition or fee for an extension of 
time is required. However, should the undersigned attorney be mistaken, please consider 
this a petition for any extension of time that may be required to maintain the pendency of 
this Patent Application, and charge deposit account no.: 50-0510 for any required fee 
deficiency. 
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Telephone Interview Summary 

A telephone interview was conducted between U.S.P.T.O. patent examiner 
Matthew Sams and Applicant's representative Walter Malinowski on March 31, 2009. 
Prior to the telephone interview, Applicant's representative had sent a telephone 
interview agenda in which claims 1, 23, 37, 48, 50, 56, and 57 had been amended. 

The patent examiner indicated that claims 37, 56, 57, and 70 likely overcame the 
prior art of record. He did not think that claims 1, 23, 48, and 50 overcame the prior art 
of record. He mentioned that he thought there were voice analysis patent publications 
that probably teach similar subject matter to what has been claimed. Applicant's 
representative indicated that the claims - at least 37, 56, 57, and 70 - required processing 
of higher level features and not lower level features. The examiner mentioned that Levy, 
U.S. Published Patent Application No. 2003/0021441 might be applicable as prior art. 
The examiner seemed to consider claims 37, 56, 57, and 70 to be stronger than the other 
independent claims because the higher level feature extraction based on a loop where 
additional higher level features may be extracted did not seem to be in the prior art and 
may not be in the voice analysis art he mentioned. 

In response to the examiner's comment about "matching" based on only the first 
and second sets of lower level but not higher level features, the claims were further 
amended. 
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